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what negation of existence is, we cannot feign that anything exists
per se as to which no reason can be given regarding why it exists
rather than does not exist; hence there is no reason for not in-
terpreting self-orignated in the sense in which it implies causal power,
that power, to wit, which passes all bounds, and which, as we can
easily prove, can be found in God alone.

As to what my opponent finally grants! me, it is a principle which,
though admitting no question, is yet commonly so little taken into
consideration and is so effective in rescuing all Philosophy from
the obscurity of darkness, that by confirming it by his authority
the learned Doctor does much to further my endeavour.

But prudently he here enquires whether I know the infinite
distinctly and clearly*; and although I have tried to anticipate this
objection, yet it occurs so spontaneously to each one, that it is
worth while to give it a detailed reply. Therefore here, to start
with, I shall say that the infinite qua infinite is in nowise compre-
hended, but that nevertheless it is understood, in so far as clearly
and distinctly to understand a thing to be such that no limits can
be found in it is to understand clearly that it is infinite.

Here indeed I distinguish between the indefinite and the infinite,
and that alone do I properly speaking call infinite in which nowhere
are limits to be found; in this sense God alone is infinite. That
moreover in which only in a certain aspect do I recognize no limit,
as e.g. the extension of imaginary space, the many in number, or
the divisibility of the parts of quantity, and other similar things, I
call indeed indefinite but not infinite, because such things are not
limitless in every respect.

Besides that, I distinguish between the formal notion3 of the
infinite or infinity and the thing which is infinite; for as for infinity,
even though we understand it to have as much positive reality as
may be, yet we understand it only in a certain negative fashion,
from the fact, namely, that we perceive no limitation in the thing;
but the thing itself which is infinite is indeed positively understood,
though not adequately, i.e. we do not comprehend the whole of
what is intelligible in it. But it is just as when gazing at the sea,
we are said to behold it, though our sight does not cover it all nor
measures its immensity; if indeed we view it from a distance in
such a way as to take in the whole with a single glance, we see it
only confusedly, as we have a confused image of a chiliagon, when

1 p. 4, sub fin.                       2 p. 5, par. 2.                      3 Eationem.

E H.     II.                                                                                    2